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"The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

THE REPLY FILED 27 March 2007 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 



1. S The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1 ) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41.31; or 
(3) a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114, The reply must be filed within one of the 
following time periods: 

a) n The period for reply expes _mDnths from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) 13 The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever Is latno. In 

event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIWCD 

MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1.136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension fee have 
been filed is the date for purposes of determinihftie period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee under 37 
CFR 1 .17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; os ^)tfcrth in (b) 
above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months atter the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. OThe Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41.37 must be filed within two months of the date 

of filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 41.37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41.37(e)). to avoi d dismissal of the appeal. 
Since a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41.37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. O The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) [Il They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) IZI They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

"(c) □ They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 
appeal; and/or 

(d)n They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally re jected claims. 
NOTE: .(See 37 CFR 1.116 and 41.33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324). 

5. □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s ): . 

6. □ Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling 

the non-allowable claim(s). 

7. E For purposes of appeal, the proposed amendment(s): a) □ will not be entered, or b) |3 will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: 6-9 and 11 . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 1-5.10 and 12-16 , 

Clalm(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence is necessary 
and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1.116(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome all rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not eariier presented. See 37 CFR 41, 33(d)(1). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attache d. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

11. □ The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08) Paper No(s). 

13. S Other: See Continuation Sheet . 
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Continuation of 13. Other: Claimed Limitation of cryptogra phic key utilized to determine whether workflow is within a domain or outside 
is missing from claims 6, 7, 8, 9, 1 1 . . 

1. Response to Remarks 

1.1 Applicant argues the validity of the 35 U.S.C. 112 second paragraph rejections based on being indefin ite and lacking antecedent 
basis. The terms specified in the previous Office Action were not defined within the Specification or original claims. Each 35 U.S.C. 112 
second paragraph rejection is concluded with a statement as to how each term was defined by the Examiner for the prosecution of the 
application in the Office Action. 

12 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not teach or disclose, "... a selection unit for selecting one of a first signature 
key certified by a first certificate authority and a second signature key certified by a second certificate authority ... ". 

By definition, a Certificate Authority (CA) is a security information repository used for the retrieval of a digital certificate, which 
contains a public encryption key that is used In the generation of a digital signature, signing digital data, and acting as a verifying 
authority. 

The Shear prior art discloses a selection unit based on a software implementation means (see Shear col. 3, lines 19 -21: software 
unit, implementation means) to select an encryption key for digital signature generation using multiple encryption keys from multiple • 
Certificate Authorities (see Shear col. 4, lines 65-67: multiple CAs). A signature key is equivalent to an encryption key. 

As per applicant's own disclosure, the Shear prior art discloses that a verifying authority can sign and certify a load module or 
instruction data, (see Remarks dated 10-25-2006 Page 2. Lines 23-24) 

Applicant's dis closure indicates an encryption key for each of the two verifying authorities (i.e. CAs). The Shear prior art discloses 
multiple (at least two) Certificate Authorities (CA) that can be designated as a first and a second CA. (see Shearer col. 6, lines. 62 -65: 
verifying authorities; col. 10, lines 32-34; col. 10, lines 38-40; col. 6, lines 62-65: multiple verifying authorities (i.e. CAs)) In addition, the 
Shear prior art discloses the capability for each CA to distribute a certificate and a public key wit hin the certificate, (see Shearer col. 1 0, 
lines 38-40: multiple verifying authorities (i.e. CA) each with an encryption key; col. 4, 61 -67; col. 6, lines 46-52: multiple verification or 
encryption keys, a first and a second encryption key) 

Plus, the Shear prior art discloses a first signature key (i.e. a public or certificate based encryption key utilized for the generation, 
signing, and verification of a digital signature), (see Shearer coL 10, lines 38 -40: multiple verifying authorities (i.e. Certificate 
Authorities) each with a signature key; col. 4, 61 -67; col. 6, lines 46-52: multiple verification or signature keys, a first and a second 
signature key) 

These claim limitations of a selection unit, and multiple CAs plus multiple ke ys are disclosed by the prior art of record. 

1.3 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not teach or disclose, "... a judging unit forjudging whether or not the next job 
processor is a device within the network ... ". 

The Shear prior art discloses a judging unit or software means (see Shear col. 3, lines 19-21: software implementation) to 
implement the prior art. In addition, the Shear prior art discloses the capability to provide an encryption key utilized to generate a dig ital 
signature. A domain is defined as a set of network address such as a local area network. The Shear and Teng prior art cohnbination 
discloses a judging unit (software module) that provides the capability to determine whether a workflow (i.e. job proc ess) is within the 
present domain or not. A workflow Is equivalent to a job process (i.e. instructions to complete a task). 

The Shear and Teng prior art combination discloses a workflow (i.e. a job process) that is only accessible by entities within an 
associated domain or set of interconnected network nodes (see Teng paragraph [0192], lines 1 -8: attribute, whether network node within 
a specific domain, network or outside), and the capability to for a judging unit (i.e. software module) that pr ovides the capability to 
determine whether a job process is within the present domain or not. In addition, the Shear and Teng prior art combination discloses, 
that a specific signature key is used to in order to access a particular workflow associated wit h a particular domain, which is equivalent to 
Applicant's limitation. 

This claim limitation of a determination as to whether a job process is within a network or outside is disclosed by the prior art of 
record. 

1.4 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not teach or disclose, " ... a job processor ... 

Applicant's specification discloses the invention is concerned with workflow system, (see Specification paragraphs [0004], [0006]). 
The Shear and Teng prior art combination discloses a workflow processing environment which is equivalent to the job processing 
environment utilizing a job processor, (see Shear col. 3, lines 24 -32: information processing environment; see Teng paragraph [0192], 
lines 1-8: workflow environment) The software within the Shear and Teng prior art combination perform equivalent functions to a job 
processor. 

The claim limitation of a job processor is disclosed by the prior art of record. 

1.5 Applicant argues that the referenced prior art does not teach or disclose, "... a first signature conversion unit for, when it is 
determined in the verification by the first verification unit that the electronic signature attached to the document is signed using a 
signature key for the internal network, deleting the electronic signature from the document, re -attaching an electronic signature to the 
document using a signature key of the proxy device for the external network .. . 

The Shear prior art discloses the capability to use a first or a s econd signature key to generate and attach (i.e. sign) a digital 
document, (see Response to Remarks 1.2) 

In addition, the Shear prior art discloses the capability to generate and attach a digital signature to a load module containing 
instructions that are utilized in a job process, (see Shear Figure 5; col. 10, lines 54 -59: sign, attach or re -attach a digital signature to a 
digital document) 

The Shear and Shrader prior art combinafion discloses the capability to delete a digital signatu re from digital data (i.e. a document), 
(see Shrader col. 14, lines 24-37: delete a digital signature) And, the Shear prior art discloses the capability to generate and attach a 
digital signature to a digital document, (see Shear, col. 10, lines ^54-59: sign and attach a digital signature, again) The attached 
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digital can be tlie first or second attachnnent of a digital signature to tlie sanne digital data (i.e. document). 

The clainn limitations of the deletion of a digital signature, and attachm ent are disclosed by the prior art of record. 
16 The Shear (6,157,721), Teng (20020138577), and Shrader (6,772,341) prior art combination discloses all claims limitations, and 
addresses all of Applicant's arguments dated October 25, 2006 and March 27, 2007, therefore, the rejections based on the referenced 
prior art are proper and have been upheld. 
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